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A.L.R. Library 


Admissibility in evidence, on issue of negligence, of codes or standards of safety issued or sponsored by governmental body 
or by voluntary association, 58 A.L.R.3d 148 


Federal pre-emption of state common-law products liability claims pertaining to motor vehicles, 97 A.L.R. Fed. 853 


When a motor vehicle safety standard is in effect under the Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Act (Act), a state or political subdivision 
of a state may prescribe or continue in effect a standard applicable to the same aspect of performance of a motor vehicle or 


motor vehicle equipment only if the standard is identical to that prescribed under the Act.! Thus, as a rule, state regulations 
that are not identical to federal safety standards applicable to the same aspect of motor vehicle and motor vehicle equipment 


performance are preempted by the federal standards.” However, a lack of express preemption by the Act can be interpreted to 


permit certain claims under state law to proceed,’ although courts have sometimes found implied preemption under the Act." In 
particular, in view of a provision of the Act stating that various sections thereof do not establish or affect warranty obligations 


under state law, and that a remedy under those sections is in addition to other rights and remedies under state laws, it has been 


said that Congress did not intend for the Act to completely preempt state law causes of action relating to motor vehicle defects.° 
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Compliance with a motor vehicle safety standard prescribed under the Act does not exempt one from common-law liability,’ 
although there is authority for the view that a common-law liability claim is not preserved to the extent that it involves a direct 


conflict with a federal safety standard. Proof of such compliance may be admitted as evidence that a vehicle is not defective, 


but is not conclusive and does not provide a complete defense to a state law claim.” 
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